This, as I can see, puts her case on a moral basis and gives
her in India a great ally not in the cause of imperialism but
in the cause of human freedom. If there is anarchy in India,
Britain alone will be responsible, not I. What I have said is
that I would prefer anarchy to the present slavery and conse-
quent impotence of India.          (Harijan, June 28, 1942, p. 203)
(K)   A POSER
There was obviously a gap (about Allied troops) in my
first writing. I filled it in as soon as it was discovered by one
of my numerous interviewers. Non-violence demands the
strictest honesty, cost what it may. The public have therefore
to suffer my weakness if weakness it may be called. I could
not be guilty of asking the Allies to take a step which would
involve certain defeat. I could not guarantee fool-proof non-
violent action to keep the Japanese at bay. Abrupt withdrawal
of the Allied troops might result in Japan's occupation of India
and China's sure fall. I had not the remotest idea of any such
catastrophe resulting from my action. Therefore I feel that if,
in spite of the acceptance of my proposal, it is deemed neces-
sary by the Allies to remain in India to prevent Japanese occu-
pation, they should do so, subject to such conditions as may be
prescribed by the national government that may be set up after
the British withdrawal. (Harijan, June 28, 1942, pp. 204-205)
(L)   A FALLACY
Q. You consider it a vital necessity in terms of non-vio-
lence to allow the Allied troops to remain in India. You also
say that, as you cannot present a fool-proof non-violent method
to prevent Japanese occupation of India, you cannot throw the
Allies overboard. But, -don't you consider that the non-violent
force created by your action which will be sufficient to force
the English to .withdraw will be sufficiently strong to prevent
Japanese occupation also? And is it not the duty of a non-
violent resister to equally consider it a vital necessity to see
that his country, his home and his all are not destroyed by
allowing two foreign mad bulls to fight a deadly war on his soil?
A. There is an obvious fallacy in the question. I cannot
all of a sudden produce in the minds of Britishers, who have
been for centuries trained to rely upon their muscle for their
protection, a belief which has not made a'very visible impression
even on the Indian mind. Non-violent force must not act in the
same way as violence. The refusal to allow the Allied troops
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